






































































































































































ITRON reports in its Maryland study that "four states in the Northeast (MA, RI, DC and VT) 
include comfort benefits in their cost-effectiveness tests. "22 ITRON recommended that Maryland 
use "the comfort benefit in future ex ante and/or ex post cost-effectiveness analysis."23 In its 
assessment of the comfort benefit, ITRON used the Massachusetts quantification of the dollar 
value of the benefit. ITRON reported that while the comfort NEI would not, unto itself, make 
either the non-low-income or low-income cost effective, "the comfort benefits would have 
increased the statewide TRC B/C ratio for the [non-low-income] programs from 0.6 to 0.79." 
Similarly, the "comfort benefits would have increased the statewide TRC B/C ratio for the [low
income] programs from 0.55 to 0.69." 

The 2014 Maryland study by Skumatz undertook a broader review ofNEis in Maryland. The 
Skumatz study concluded, a conclusion which I reiterate and with which I agree: 

Twenty years of research and measurement of traditionally-omitted program 
impacts, or non-energy benefits (NEBs), have provided increasingly robust and 
consistent results. The regulatory tests are designed to assess costs and benefits, 
but protocols omitted some benefits, presumably because reliable values were not 
available. This leads to computational bias in benefit-cost ratios (from the 
omission of net benefit categories, but not omission of costs), and as a result, bias 
in decision-making using these ratios. Zero is the wrong proxy value. 24 

The Skumatz study examines NEI values, both in percentage and dollar terms, and provided 
summaries of "the ranges and typical values for the NEB categories." "Typical values" were 
defined to be "defensible values selected based on a review of mean, median, and clustering of 
results from multiple studies."25 

In dollar terms, Skumatz found that the "typical value" of participant-related NEis reached 193% 
of the expected bill savings from Maryland's residential weatherization programs. In percentage 
terms, Skumatz found that the "typical value" of participant-related NEis reached 144% of 

expected energy savings. 26 

22 ITRON (2014). Development and Application of Select Non-Energy Benefits for the EmPOWER Maryland 
Energy Efficiency Programs, at 3-1. Prepared for EmPOWER Cost-Effectiveness Working Group. 
23 ITRON, at 3-5. 
24 Skumatz (March 2014). Non-Energy Benefits I Non-Energy Impacts (NEBs/NEls) and their Role & Values in 
Cost-Effectiveness Tests: State of Maryland, Final Report, at 1. 
25 Skumatz Maryland, at 2. 
26 Skumatz Maryland, at 4. Skumatz explains that "the percentage and dollar values are derived independently, and 
in some cases, include different numbers of studies (translations weren't possible for all studies included). 
Therefore, the numbers in the two sets of columns are not merely translations of each other." Skumatz Maryland, at 
27. 
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One value that the 2014 Skumatz Maryland study importantly introduces into the NEI 
quantification involves the value that customers attribute to their increased "knowledge" and 
"control over bills" by a weatherization program. In Maryland a typical percentage adder that 
would capture this customer benefit would be set at 15. 7% unto itself. 27 Skumatz reported that 
this value was a "high value NEB" which exhibited little variation within a program or between 
measure types. 28 Indeed, Skumatz notes, imparting knowledge to participants so that they know 
how to "control their bills" is sometimes one of the primary objectives of an energy efficiency 
program. 29 

27 Skumatz reports in Maryland that her values have been discounted to one-half to one-fifth of the full value that 
would be supported by current research. In other words, these values have already been discounted by between 50% 
and 80%. 
28 Skumatz Maryland, at 31. 
_29 Skumatz Maryland, ~.t 42. 
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